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had a biological parent living elsewhere, with close P arenting across households in the wake of to 90% being the child's father (Australian Bureau relationship dissolution is a key social issue. In of Statistics, 2007) . Smart (1997 Smart ( , 1999 conceptu-2006 more than one million Australian children alises the outcomes of, and responses to, changed family operations as 'new parenting'. This concept recognises that the negotiation of parental of relationships, post-separation, is a complex and emerging social phenomenon. There is no set answer to the questions of what to do and how to do it when we are no longer partners but remain parents; as individuals, the state and society we continue to debate and negotiate new parenting practices (Walter, 2004) .
Housing is a fundamental requirement for all families irrespective of their characteristics, and has central relevance to children's well-being. Relationship dissolution disrupts family housing and Australian research documents the poorer housing circumstances of separated parents compared to parents who remain together (Flatau et al. 2004) . Critically, overseas evidence indicates that low quality, insecure housing is associated with poorer educational and mental and physical health outcomes for children (Harker, 2006) .
In this article we investigate the links between housing and the payment of child support. We wanted to know if the payment of child support was related to the capacity of separated parents to secure the requisite quality and stability of housing. Within this question we were cognisant that parenting-appropriate housing is essential for resident and non-resident parents. This 'two home/two family' approach is especially pertinent in light of changes to the Australian Child Support Scheme that seek to increase contact between non-resident parents (mostly fathers) and children. To examine this issue we draw upon results from a recent study of the housing outcomes of resident and non-resident parents and child support payments (Natalier, Walter, Wulff, Reynolds & Hewitt, 2008) . While this larger project utilised in-depth interviews as well as survey data, only quantitative results using Wave 4 of the Household Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) survey are reported here.
Housing and child support
Previous Australian research into the housing circumstances of separated and divorced parents supports McCarthy's (1996:83) epigram: 'in terms of housing, marriage and divorce may be regarded as a game of snakes and ladders'. Housing disruption is greatest in the years immediately following separation, with at least one parent, and, over time, often both parents, leaving the family home (Flatau et al., 2004 ; see also Smyth et al., 2008) . Re-establishing suitable housing to care for children after separation can pose considerable challenges. Not only must housing be secure (physically and with respect to tenure) and of suitable size and standard to accommodate parents and their children, there may be additional constraints such as affordability and geographical proximity to the other parent. In Australia the community standard for family housing is an occupant owned, stand alone, three or four bedroom suburban home, but this may not be achievable for many parents living apart. For example, while we know that in the long term the majority of parents living apart are able to re-establish stable housing, as a group, they retain significantly lower rates of home ownership than married couples (Flatau et al., 2004) .
There is a gendered dimension to the housing challenges of parents living apart. Even though the proportion of men who retain primary care has increased a little in recent times, the large majority of resident parents are still the child's mother. In 2006, 87% of Australian resident parents were women (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2007) . In Australian research to date, these largely female, resident parents have been found to be: underrepresented among home owners, disproportionately social housing clients, over-represented among private renters, report difficulty finding suitable child friendly housing because of landlord discrimination and competition from higher income households in the private rental market (Birrell & Rapson, 2002; Econsult, 1991; Yates, Wulff & Reynolds, 2004) . While few Australian studies have directly investigated the housing outcomes of predominantly male non-resident parents, some research indicates that low income non-resident parents perceive that their child support liabilities increase their level of financial hard-ship (Silvey & Birrell, 2004) . Additionally, nonresident parents are more likely to lose home equity after separation, although research shows that men's home ownership rates return to those of women within a few years (NATSEM, 2005) .
The housing circumstances of parents have implications for how post-separation parenting is practiced and the viability of the arrangements parents make. Eor instance, Canadian research by Stewart (1991) found that resident parents' housing can be constrained by location as well as affordability and child suitability, as they attempt to support an on-going relationship between their children and the children's other parent. Similar constraints are likely to apply to resident parents in Australia.
Non-resident parents have their own housing challenges. Australian non-resident parents report their contact with children as compromised by inappropriate accommodation or housing that is too distant from their former partner (Smyth, Caruana & Eerro, 2003) . British studies have found non-resident fathers often feel they have to present themselves as childless in order to be accepted as tenants. Housing agencies were also perceived as not according priority to non-resident fathers' housing needs, even when they were on limited incomes and had significant care responsibilities for their children (McCarthy, 1996; McCarthy &C Simpson, 1991) .
Parenting apart also brings with it additional financial pressures -regardless of gender. Recent Australian research finds the costs of parenting across two households are higher than those arising from parenting in one household, and this is also likely to increase levels of financial hardship experienced in the households of parents (ACOSS, 2005; Henman, 2005) .
The Australian Child Support Scheme was introduced in 1988-1989. Its primary goal was to enhance the financial wellbeing and life chances of children of separated parents by regulating the payment of child support (Eehlberg & Behrens, 2008) . The ongoing public and political debates, reviews and legislative changes to the Scheme since its inception suggest it has been somewhat -but not completely -successflil in achieving this goal. Eundamentally the degree of compliance with child support liabilities remains a concern. Australian research suggests that while a majority of non-resident parents pay their liabilities in full, a substantial minority do not always achieve full or regular payment (Ministerial Taskforce on Child Support, 2005; Ludwig, 2008; Parkinson, 2007; Walter, 2002) . In addition, the amount of child support paid or received by separated families is minimal in many families. Data from 2004 indicate that 41% of non-resident parents were paying the minimum child support liability of $260 per annum. At the other end of the spectrum, around 20% of nonresident parents were paying more than $5000 per annum (Ministerial Taskforce on Child Support, 2005) . In this study we investigated the implications of various levels of payment and receipt of child support for the housing outcomes of parents.
METHODS

Data
Our data come from Wave 4 of the Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) survey. We use Wave 4 data because these were the most recent HILDA data available at the time of the study and they included a detailed module concerning the payment and receipt of child support. Eor Wave 1, households were selected using a multi-stage sampling approach, and a 66% response rate was achieved (Watson & Wooden, 2002) . Within households, data were collected from each person aged over 15 years (where available) using face-to-face interviews and self-completed questionnaires, and achieved a 92% response rate of household members (Watson &C Wooden, 2002 
Analytic sample
The final analytic sample was restricted to respondents who were the biological or adoptive parent of a child aged less than 18 years, and who were eligible to receive or pay child support. This definition includes both resident and non-resident parents irrespective of their marital or partnership status. ' The resident and non-resident parents are differentiated according to their child support payment status (payer/payee) using two HILDA questions:
• The final analytic sample comprised 1,043 separated parents (637 resident parents, of whom 86% were female; 406 non-resident parents, of whom 86% were male). An additional 49 cases who were both resident and non-resident parents are excluded from this analysis. This group may include parents who are sharing parenting but this status is not discernible from the data.
One notable limitation of using this approach and using the HILDA data for this analysis is that HILDA does not collect specific information in relation to which child(ren) the child support monies are received or paid for. We therefore cannot link child support amounts to individual children in complex households where there may be multiple children with child support entitlements. While this presents some limitations in terms of a more nuanced understanding of child support payments and how they contribute to children's well being, for a general household characteristic (such as housing quality and stability) this is not a major limitation.
Dependent variable
A composite measure of housing quality and security of tenure, termed the Housing Index, was developed for this study. This Index is based on four relevant housing variables: tenure; type of dwelling; size of dwelling by bedrooms; and condition. The scoring is as below.
• Tenure: 5^ = owned outright, 4 = owner-purchasing; 3 = renting private 2 = renting public; 1 = other (caravan park, boarding) • Dwelling Type: 3 = separate house (detached); 2=semi-detached house; l=flat, unit; apartment.
• Number of bedrooms: 4 = 4 or more bedrooms, 3 = 3 bedrooms; 2 = 2 bedrooms; 1=1 bedroom • Dwelling Condition^: 4 = excellent/very good; 3 =good; 2 = average; 1 = poor/very poor (multiplied times 2 for inclusion in the index)
The index was generated by summing scores on each of these measures to create a composite score ranging from 5-20. In developing the index we multiply scores on 'Dwelling Condition' by two as it was arguably the most important indicator of the quality and affordability of housing. A higher Housing Index score indicates a higher level of housing across these dimensions. For example, a respondent who owned or was purchasing their own good quality separate four bedroom home would have achieved a relatively high index score, while a respondent living in a poor condition one bedroom unit would have received a low score. To simplify this measure for inclusion in the models we collapsed the index into a set of dummy variables indicating 1 = 'low' (bottom 25% of index).
This was not straightforward: 15% of the non-resident children identified lived independently, with otber relatives or in a foster home, rather than with the other parent. The parents of these children were excluded from the sample. Some parents were also 'parents together' having repartnered and had a child with their new partner. In these cases, separated parent status took priority. We differentiate berween owners who own their house outright and those who are purchasing as those who own outfight will be more likely to have stable housing. We also rank public rental slightly lower than private rentals as there is more limitation on the location, size and quality of housing available through public compared to private rental. Interviewers recorded external condition of respondents'dwellings from'very poo good/excellent'. This item is multiplied by two within the Index. very poor/almost derelict' to 'very 2 = 'medium' (middle 50% of index) and 3 = 'high' (top 25% of index) scores on the Housing Index. We tried several different specifications of these dummies, including deciles, quintiles and quartiles, in all of these specifications we found few differences between the groups in the middle 50% of the distribution. The distribution of the collapsed index scores for resident and non-resident parents is presented in Table 1 .
Independent variables
Our key independent variable was the amount of child support paid or received. In Table 1 we show the amounts of child support received by resident parents or paid by non-resident parents each week. We divided the amounts of child support into eight different categories, including: none ($0), $1 to $5, $6 to $25, $26 to $50, $51 to $75, $76 to $100, $101 to $200, and $200 or more. We adopted this approach, rather than including child support as a continuous measure because of the large number of respondents not receiving or paying child support. A continuous variable would have an over inflation of zero values thus violating the assumption of a normal distribution. Of note, there are some major discrepancies between the reports of resident and non-resident parents. These differential reports are likely to be an artefact of independent samples of men and women (i.e. parents are not former-couple dyads) and ego-enhancing reporting bias. First, 48% of resident parents report receiving no child support while only 29% of non-resident parents report that they do not make any child support payments. Second, there is a substantial disparity between the payment amounts reported by nonresident parents and those received by resident parents. These differences are not wholly unexpected as similar disparities in the amount of child support paid reported by payers and payees have been found in other Australian studies (Ministerial Taskforce on Child Support, 2005).
Controls
We included a dummy variable for gender coded 1 = female, with a referent of male. This was included because the majority of resident parents are female and the majority of non-resident parents are male. Age was included as a continuous measure, ranging from 16 to 70 years. Age of youngest child was also included as a continuous measure. Household income was gross annual income; for inclusion in the models we scale income by $10,000 (for example $44,000 would be 4.4) and treated this variable as a continuous measure. We also included a quadratic term for income to capture the curvilinear association between income and the housing index. Ethnic background included: 1 = Australian; 2 = Migrant -English speaking country, 3 = MigrantNon-English speaking. Employment status included: 1 = Unemployed/not in labour force (reference); 2 = Employed full time; 3 = Employed part time. Education had three categories, including: 1 = low (<yr 12); 2 = medium (Yr 12 or diploma); and 3) = high (Bachelor degree or higher), with 'low' being the reference group. We also included a control for number of years since separation (continuous measure) as housing outcomes were likely to improve with time since separation -though we note that this variable had a large number of missing values due to non-response or missing on the marital history data. Missing values on time since separation were coded to the mean time since separation (6.75 years) and an additional dummy was included.for missing values. Finally, we include a measure for current partnered status indicating: 1 = now married/ partnered (reference); 2 = never married; 3 = separated/divorced. The descriptive statistics for all model variables are shown in Table 1 .
The 'Parents Together' category (that is the natural or adoptive parents of a child aged under 18 years and living together) is included in Table 1 for comparison. As shown, while differences were apparent between resident and non-resident parents around partnered status, workforce engagement and education levels, these do not appear as striking as the lack of socio-demographic correspondence between parents living apart and parents together. In all categories separated parents were more likely to be less well off than parents together. It is noteworthy that only 1% of parents together had low scores on the housing index. 
Analytic approach
Given that our dependent variable has a natural ordering (i.e. from low to high) we used ordered logistic regression to estimate our models. We performed Brant tests which confirmed that there was an underlying 'order' to the housing index and that the modeling approach did not violate the assumption of the proportional odds (i.e., that 'distance' between 'low', 'medium' and 'high' housing index scores are equally associated with the main independent variable). We estimated separate ordered logit regression models for resident and non-resident parents. The reason for separate models was our understanding of the likely differential associations between the independent variables and the housing circumstances of each parent group. Not only are the groups gendered but the different levels of the parenting practices, as primary or secondary carers, could be expected to have different relationships with the independent variables.
Results
Resident parents
Results of the statistical model for resident parents are shown in Table 2 . The interpretation of the coefficients is similar to that of log-odds, where an increase or decrease in the independent variables indicates the log-odds of being in a higher Housing Index category. First, in regard to child support, the results indicated that resident parents who receive weekly child support over $75 per week were significantly more likely to have higher Hotising Index scores than those who received no child support. This was incremental, where the more resident parents receive above $75 the greater the likelihood of having a higher Housing Index score. However, the same trend did not apply to those who received less than $75, with the exception of those who received $6 to $25 per week. These results were net of employment status and any other household income. This finding suggests that receiving child support is positively related to housing outcomes for resident parents, but only if the amount is rel- Some of the other measures in the model were also significantly associated with the Housing Index. Eactors that were associated with increased financial well being tended to be positively associated with the Housing Index. Gross household income had a significant positive association with the Housing Index, although the significant and negative quadratic term indicates that this association is concave. The interpretation of the coefficients suggests that household income has an increasing positive, but declining, association on the probability of a higher Housing Index score until household gross annual income reaches $142,517 and then levels off and becomes negative after that point."^ Employment status was also associated with the Housing Index, where resident parents who worked full-time were significantly more likely to have higher scores than those not in the labour force or unemployed. While the coefficient for those working part time was negative, it was not statistically significant. Older resident parents were more likely than younger resident parents to have higher Housing Index scores. Those who had repartnered were also more likely to have higher scores than those who had remained separated or divorced.
Non-resident parents
Results for non-resident parents are presented in Table 3 . In contrast to resident parents, the amount of child support paid was not significantly associated with Housing Index scores. To investigate whether this result (of no association) was significantly different from the significant association for resident parents, we performed a model comparison test. The results of that test suggested that the association between child support and the Housing Index were significantly different for non-resident and resident parents.5 Similar to the resident parents, household income was positively associated with the Housing Index and the quadratic term was negatively associated, indicating a concave, curvilinear relationship between the two. The interpretation of the income and income squared coefficients for non-resident parents indicates an increasing positive association with the log odds of a higher Housing Index score until household gross annual income reaches $137,094 and then levels off and becomes negative.6 Current marital status was also associated with the Housing Index, with those separated/divorced significantly more likely to have lower scores than those currendy partnered.
DISCUSSION
Given the large number of Australian children living in families where parents live apart because of relationship breakdown, and the role of stable, quality housing in child well being and life chances, the relationship between child support and housing quality and security, for both parents, is an imporThe quadratic is a + bx + cx2 (where bx is the main effect, cx^ is the squared term and a is the constant -which is 0 for the logit), the turning point occurs at -b/(2c), so the calculation for this turning point is -0.3905673/2(-0.0137024 = 14.251784. The income measure is scaled to $10,000, so this needs to be multiplied by the solution to give $142,517.84 as the turning point in the quadratic. It is worth noting that this turning point almost falls outside the income range of the sample, only 1.1% of our sample had household incomes above that amount. Using the suest command in STATA (StataCorp., 2008) we tested whether the differences in the association between child support and the Housing Index were significantly different between the models for resident parents and nonresident parents. The results ofthat test indicated that the differences between resident parent and non-resident parents were 'marginally' significant; specifically the chi2 (df=7) value was 12.79 which is marginally significant at/)=.O8. Note that as the measures of the amount of child support paid and received were two separate measures derived from different questions, to conduct this test we had to collapse those measures into the one indicator of the amount of child support either paid or received, hence we feel that the test results should be taken as indicative only. The calculation for this turning point is -0.4223267/2(-0.154028) = 13.709413 (13.709413 X $10,000 = $137,094.13). Similar to resident parents this turning point almost falls outside the income range of our sample -only 1.72% of our sample had household incomes greater than that amount. tant one. Our key finding, therefore, that for resident parents, but not non-resident parents, higher levels of child support payments, independent of other key factors related to post-separation household circumstances, is significantly associated with a higher Housing Index score is relevant to the ongoing child support discussion. These results suggest first, that resident parents in receipt of child support, particularly above the median amount, live with their children in better housing circumstances defined by tenure security, size and condition than do resident parents receiving little or no child support. This, of course, makes sense. Money matters. Second, while our the descriptive results in Table 1 indicate that non-resident parents had poorer housing than 'parents together', the payment of child support, at any level, is not predictive, independent of other variables, in such housing outcomes. That is, our findings indicate no relationship berween the payment of child support and the housing circumstances of non resident parents -at least as measured by our Housing Index.
A likely explanation for the difference in the association between child support and housing outcomes for resident and non-resident parents is related to how child support is assessed. Under the legislation current when these data were collected in 2004, the assessed level of child support largely reflected the income of the non-resident parent. A set formula, based on income and number of children, was used to calculate liability, resulting in those with higher incomes assessed to pay higher rates and vice versa. For resident parents, therefore, assessed child support monies were dependent on the other parent's income rather than their own. Those receiving higher levels of child support may themselves be otherwise on a relatively low income. Indeed the documented poverty of resident parent households, even among parents relatively financially secure during their partnered relationship, suggests that this scenario is more likely than unlikely. While not paid specifically to cover housing costs, even a relatively modest amount of child support can be enough extra income to directly impact on the receiving family's housing levels. There is also Volume 16, Issue 1, April 2010 JOURNAL OF FAMILY STUDIES some evidence for this in our results, where the receipt of child support of $6-25 per week improved the likelihood of better hotising outcomes for resident parents. An alternative, or perhaps concurrent, interpretation is that those resident parents in receipt of higher child support had a former partner with a strong earning capacity. As a result of higher earnings, the couple may have been in possession of better housing at the end of their relationship, as well as the resident parent being more likely to receive larger amounts of child support.
In contrast, for non-resident parents, any link between child support and housing is likely cancelled out by the correlation between these liabilities and their own income. Those with lower income pay little in the way of child support, but equally will be less able to afford higher levels of housing, pre or post separation. Conversely, for those having higher income, their higher child support obligations are not sufficient to directly impact on their capacity to retain or re-attain higher level housing. It is important to note here that recent changes to the Child Support Scheme may alter the associations between child support and housing suggested by the analysis in this study for both resident and non-resident parents. In mid 2008 a new child support formula was introduced which takes into account, both parents income as well as the level of care each parent provides for the child, when calculating liabilities and entitlements (Child Support Agency, 2006) . It will be intriguing to assess, in perhaps another five years, if the new child support formula changes the apparent nexus between child support payment and receipt and housing outcomes -and if so, in what direction.
Like all research, our study has limitations. First, the independent samples of men and women in HILDA means our interpretation of why child support appears to be related to resident parents' housing circumstances but is unrelated to non-resident parents' housing circumstances is speculative. And, as noted earlier, HILDA does not collect detailed information about which child or children are linked to the child support income coming into the household -although this childspecific information is not essential for examining broader household characteristics such as those under consideration here. That said, our study is one of the few to directly investigate links between child support and housing and the results broaden our knowledge on the interaction of these two core post-separation resources. Our findings suggest that child support can make a difference to the housing outcomes of resident parents and their children -albeit where the amount of child support is non-trivial. While this finding makes intuitive sense further analysis is needed to tease out the ways in which child support may be differentially related to the housing circumstances of resident and non-resident parents.
Finally, we reiterate that the post-separation housing needs of both parents are shaped by the terrain of their parenting arrangements. And while the Australian Child Support Scheme might be viewed as an attempt to embed a social script around 'new' parenting it should also be remembered that child support is just one factor in the spectrum of socio-economic and demographic circumstances in which post-separation parenting practices must occur.
